My recent work on the Malvaceae for the Flora of Tropical East Africa (Kosteletzkya) and the Flora of North America (Kosteletzkya and Hibiscus), along with questions that have arisen in relation to recent work on the Malvaceae for the Flora de la Repú blica de Cuba by Fabiola Areces Berazaín and Paul Fryxell, have brought to light a number of nomenclatural matters that need attention. These include proposed validations of three subspecies, a lectotypification, a revised neotypification, and a replacement name for a later homonym. New synonymies for two species of Hibiscus L. and one of Kosteletzkya C. Presl are recorded, and an earlier name for a Bahamian taxon in Hibiscus is indicated.
HIBISCUS SECT. MUENCHHUSIA Hibiscus sect. Muenchhusia (Heister ex Fabricius) O. J. Blanchard comprises five species (Blanchard, 1976 (Blanchard, , 1988 , all of which are large herbaceous perennials of North American wetlands. The variability of one of these species, now called H. moscheutos L., has given rise to more than a dozen species names over the years, but most of them have been subsequently reduced to synonymy. More recently, only two species have been recognized within what is now H. moscheutos: H. moscheutos L. s. str. in the eastern United States and H. lasiocarpos Cavanilles in the central part of the country, but the evidence suggests that even these two are better treated as subspecies of a single widespread and variable H. moscheutos (Blanchard, 1976) . This new status has been recognized in some recent works (e.g., Browne & Athey, 1992; Chester et al., 1997; Jones et al., 1997; Yatskievych, 2000; Small, 2004) , but the western subspecies remains to be validated. In the typical subspecies, the capsules are glabrous and dark brownish black, the bracts of the involucel usually lack cilia, and the upper leaf surface is usually glabrous; in Hibiscus moscheutos subsp. lasiocarpos, the capsules are variously pubescent so that the dark surface is more or less obscured, the bracts of the involucel are usually ciliate, and the upper leaf surfaces are usually pubescent.
The eastern, glabrous-fruited Hibiscus moscheutos subsp. moscheutos is distributed from New Hampshire to Florida and westward, where it gives way to the more western, pubescent-fruited subspecies lasiocarpos in a narrow zone that extends from southern Illinois and Indiana to coastal Mississippi and Alabama. The latter subspecies extends further westward to southeastern Kansas, central Oklahoma, and southwestern Texas and also occurs disjunctly and sparingly in southern New Mexico, northern Mexico (Chihuahua), central California, and northern Florida. In Florida it often has been erroneously called H. incanus J. C. Wendland or H. moscheutos subsp. incanus (J. C. Wendland) H. E. Ahles. The name H. incanus in fact applies to a glabrous-fruited plant, and it is here identified as a synonym of H. moscheutos subsp. moscheutos. Wendland (1798: 54) originally described the fruit of H. incanus as ''gross, dick, fü nftheilig, schwarz'' (italics mine), and his later illustration, showing a dark and apparently hairless capsule (Wendland, 1801: fig. 25 ), supports this interpretation. As there is no known specimen that might serve as type of H. incanus, the above figure, which matches the description well, is here designated as the lectotype.
Four additional species make up the remainder of Hibiscus sect. Muenchhusia. These are H. Klips, 1995; Small, 2004) . Hibiscus grandiflorus is based on material collected by A. Michaux, but the name has not been lectotypified previously. There are three specimens in the Michaux Herbarium at P (cf. IDC microfiche, fiche no. 84), and others (isotypes) at P (general herbarium), one of which I have seen and annotated, but I am designating here the following specimen from among the three in the Michaux Herbarium as the lectotype: that specimen bearing a flowering branch on the left, a separate large cauline leaf on the right, and a separate sterile branch with leaves below. Hibiscus grandiflorus is also known from Cuba from a single collection (E. L. Ekman 11176, S) that forms the basis for the later name H. urbanii Helwig, now recognized as a synonym of H. grandiflorus. To my knowledge the plant has not been re-collected in Cuba, so Ekman may have documented a transitory population. Blanchard (1988) comprises elements from Mexico, Guatemala, and the Caribbean islands that share the following characteristics: shrubby or arborescent habit; short-petaled zygomorphic flowers with dull-colored (dull orange to dull purplish brown) petals, calyces enlarging to enclose the bristly-hairy fruits, and glabrous, mottled seeds; and a preference for calcareous substrates. While several species have been described that would fall within this section, they all intergrade to a greater or lesser extent. The geographic variation within the one species recognized here, H. clypeatus L., seems best expressed by distinguishing three subspecies, thereby requiring the following two new combinations:
Hibiscus grandiflorus
1. Hibiscus clypeatus L., Syst. Nat., ed. 10, 1149.
1759. TYPE: T. 160, f. 2 of J. Burman, Pl. Amer. fasc. 7, 1758.
The drawing that forms the basis for figure 2 was made by Plumier in the late 1600s in Haiti (Urban, 1920 Hibiscus clypeatus subsp. membranaceus is confined to the Bahamas and Caicos Islands and Île de la Tortue, Haiti. The plant has generally been known as H. brittonianus Kearney (1954) . Cavanilles' H. membranaceus has remained until now an unapplied name because of the misleading reference to membranes on the calyx and the fact that its provenance is unknown. While the leaves of the type specimen are less deeply lobed than average, the plant is clearly of the same taxon as H. brittonianus. Even if this taxon is maintained as a species, the name H. membranaceus predates H. brittonianus by over a century and a half, and is the one that must be adopted. It is to draw attention to this fact that the Cavanillesian epithet is chosen here over that of Kearney. One of the few botanists known to have visited the Bahamas before the appearance of Cavanilles' work was Mark Catesby, and it is a specimen of his, from the British Museum, that most closely conforms to the type material. There is no way of knowing whether Catesby was the source of the Cavanilles type in the Jussieu Herbarium (P-JU), but, if he was, the specimen may have arrived there through Sloane via Sherard (cf. Urban, 1902; Stafleu, 1964; Stafleu & Cowan, 1976 (Stafleu & Cowan, 1979) , more than a month before the 10 September publication date of the Bulletin. The authors cited several specimens (syntypes) in the earlier flora, but in the later Bulletin they explicitly identified one of these, W. H. Johnson 816, as type. The intent of the authors is preserved in the choice made here of a lectotype. The remaining syntypes are
A. Chevalier 22965 (K), H. Millen 44 (K), and H. Millen 53 (K).
Kosteletzkya semota is known only from the southern parts of Ghana, Benin, and Nigeria (Hepper, 1958) at low elevations. The name ''semota'' (Latin, semotus, meaning ''far removed'') refers both to the morphological distance of the plant from other members of the genus (it has an indurate capsule and sub-divaricate branching habit, both unique in the genus) and to its geographical restriction to the Dahomey Gap region, an area that is straddled, but not occupied, by the other three species that have West African distributions, i.e., K. adoensis (Hochstetter ex A. Richard) Masters, K. buettneri Gürke, and K. grantii (Masters) Garcke.
The name Kosteletzkya stellata Fernald (1895: 532) is based on a W. G. Wright collection (1241) from Mexico, from ''Mazatlan and vicinity'' (DS, F, G, GH, MO, UC, US; see Fryxell [1988: 247] for lectotypification with the GH specimen). A syntype is F. H. Lamb 374, from Isla Piedra, Mazatlán (DS, G, GH, MO, NY, US). The name is generally treated as a synonym (e.g., Robyns, 1966; Adams, 1972; Fryxell, 1988) Hibiscus batacensis Blanco was published in 1837 for a plant from Batac, Luzon, Philippines. The name was transferred to Kosteletzkya by Fernández-Villar in 1880, but the plant remained unknown for 70 years after it was described, until it was rediscovered by E. A. Mearns (2215, K) in 1907 (Merrill, 1909) . Since then a few additional collections have been made, all from the island of Luzon (cf. Merrill, 1923; BorssumWaalkes, 1966a) .
No Blanco specimen is known to exist, but the original description matches the Philippine endemic Kosteletzkya well, so there is little doubt concerning the application of Blanco's name. Much later, when Borssum-Waalkes treated this species in his ''Malesian Malvaceae revised'' (1966b), he described and illustrated the plant in further detail, but at the same time he also neotypified the name, and, in so doing, he chose a sterile specimen of an entirely different species, Modiola caroliniana (L.) G. Don (Malvacaeae, Malveae).
This choice of a neotype would seem at first glance inexplicable. The features of Modiola Moench depart considerably from the original description of Hibiscus batacensis. Modiola possesses three involucellar bracts versus seven to 10 in the latter, 16 to 22 ovary locules versus five in the latter, and two seeds per locule versus one in the latter (Fryxell, 1997 ). Yet Borssum-Waalkes (1966b: 87) declared that the neotype ''matches Blanco's description very well.'' The explanation for this choice is probably twofold. First, Borssum-Waalkes may have been so strongly influenced by E. D. Merrill's earlier work on Blanco's names that he allowed himself to overlook some seemingly obvious differences; and second, his chosen specimens, being sterile, are lacking in the diagnostic reproductive features noted above and do indeed show some superficial resemblance vegetatively to the endemic Kosteletzkya.
The details behind the unusual sterile specimens are these. In the early 1900s Merrill had amassed and distributed several sets of Philippine specimens that he judged to represent the entities that Blanco had originally described as new. Then in 1918 Merrill published Species Blancoanae: A Critical Revision of the Philippine Species of Plants Described by Blanco and by Llanos, based largely on these new collections. The collections themselves were distributed with simple labels that said only ''Merrill, Species Blancoanae'' followed by an identification number (in the case of the superseded neotype, ''No. 877''). Merrill (1923: 41) himself expressed some doubt about his Species Blancoanae 877 specimen, saying of its identification as Kosteletzkya batacensis ''(probably, specimen sterile).'' The data sheets attached to his duplicate at US explain the sterile gathering. ''In December [1914] specimens were located in a vacant lot near the Philippine General Hospital and to guard against possible accidents [clearing of the lot or inability to find other material for 15 sets] sterile specimens were collected: up to the present time (January 1915) the plants have not flowered, and most of them have been destroyed in levelling the ground'' (Nicolson, pers. comm.; cf. Nicolson & Arculus, 2001) . Interestingly, Borssum-Waalkes did not report Modiola caroliniana from the Philippines in ''Malesian Malvaceae revised'' but only from Mt. Tengger in East Java.
If Borssum-Waalkes' neotypification (1966b) is allowed to stand, it will result in the relegation of Kosteletzkya batacensis and its basionym to synonymy under Modiola caroliniana and will necessitate the creation of a new name for the endemic Philippine Kosteletzkya. Also, if the original neotypification stands, it would be advisable to choose a different neotype from among the isoneotypes-specifically the one at US, where the first Species Blancoanae set and accompanying extensive label information are kept (Nicolson & Arculus, 2001) .
The Species Blancoanae 877 neotype (BorssumWaalkes, 1966b ) is in serious conflict with the description, not so much because the reproductive features of Modiola differ dramatically from those of Kosteletzkya, but because the specimen completely lacks such features, whereas the bulk of the original description of K. batacensis relates to flowers and fruits. It might be argued that the absence of something is not, strictly speaking, a conflict, but I contend that the spirit of Article 9.17 (Greuter et al., 2000) -the need to correct poorly made choices when they are obvious-certainly applies here.
Both Merrill and Borssum-Waalkes suspected that the Philippine Kosteletzkya was an introduction from the New World via the early-established trade route between the Philippines and Mexico, and both workers had communicated with Kew to ask that their Kosteletzkya holdings be searched for corresponding New World material (Merrill, 1909 (Merrill, , 1912 (Merrill, , 1918 Borssum-Waalkes, 1966b A final innovation in Kosteletzkya involves two Linnaean species. In the first edition of Species Plantarum (1753), Linnaeus described within Hibiscus two species that are now placed in Kosteletzkya. One of these, K. virginica (L.) C. Presl ex A. Gray, is a familiar plant of North American coastal marshes from New York to the coastal bend of Texas. It also occurs in Cuba and Bermuda. The second species, K. pentacarpos (L.) Ledebour, is a rare Eurasian plant (Pino et al., 2007) known from a few widely scattered localities in Spain, Corsica, Italy, Iran, Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Russia.
Although Kosteletzkya virginica is a variable taxon, its northeastern-most representatives (e.g., those in New Jersey) differ in no significant way from the Eurasian plants, and so I am treating the two as a single species. According to the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature (Greuter et al., 2000: Art. 11 .5), when two simultaneously published taxa are subsequently united, the correct name is the one chosen by the person who first unites them. Cavanilles (1787: 145) was the first to merge the two taxa, under the epithet pentacarpos. As a consequence, the North American plants must now be known as K. pentacarpos, and K. virginica must be relegated to synonymy. In Kosteletzkya the epithet has sometimes been given as ''pentacarpa'' to agree with the feminine generic noun (e.g., Riedl, 1976: 28; Nogueira & Paiva, 1993: 193; Czerepanov, 1995: 314) , but Linnaeus capitalized the epithet, thereby indicating that it is to be treated as a generic noun in apposition. It is thus correct to retain the original Greek masculine ending.
